Docket Managenent System Decenber 28, 2000
U.S. Departnent of Transportation

Room Pl aza 401

400 Seventh Street SW

Washi ngton D. C. 20590- 0001

RE: Docket Number FAA-2000-8274
Notice No. 00-13

To whom it nmmy concern:

I wish to add the followi ng corments to ny |etter of Decenmber 20, in which

urge the FAA to withdraw the proposal outlined in NPRM 8274. | nmintain that the
portion of this NPRMrelating to flights over events is driven by the greed of
event pronoters, and has no basis in fact regarding air safety, especially given
the long history to the contrary. | also wish to point out the follow ng errors
in assunptions and missing research in the NPRM

The di sastrous | oss of revenues to hundreds of aerial advertising conpanies
clearly places this NPRMinto the category of a Signifcant Regul atory Action
(SRA) The cost of circumavigation, (Read that, no flying) equals no business.
You have failed to conduct appropriate research regarding the far-reaching
effects of this NPRM and | ask you to withdraw it now.

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) clearly applies to this NPRM There are 600
aerial advertising certificates issued by the FAA. The econom c inpact is far
greater than the inplication of the cost of circummavigating an event. How can
you possibly make such a statement? Circumavi gation equals no flights, and
hence NO REVENUE! Clearly there woul d be substantial inpact on a great nunber of
small entities. Apply the RFA to NPRM 8274. Do your research! Wthdraw the
proposal

You fail to understand the inplications regarding international trade. Aviad is
but one of many conpanies in the aerial advertising industry who have partners,
and custoners in foreign countries. Putting Aviad Corp out of business will also
mean the demi se of: Aviad Inc., Aviad Canada, Aviad Limted (UK) Aviad de Mexico
S.A de C.V., Publiavia Lta., Sky Art Lta. (Portugal), and Aviad Sdn.

(Mal aysia). The nmen and wonen of these conpanies stand to lose their |ivelihood
by this ill-considered proposal

Pl ease forward all docunents that |led you to conclude that there is no

requi renent to conformto the mandates of an SRA, and your conclusion that the
requi renents of the RFA do not apply. | strongly disagree. Please withdraw this
proposal now.



| also want to point out two additional flaws in this NPRM

First, stadiuns have a finite capacity. There is no greater danger while flying
near (never over) one event at a stadiumthan there is at another event. The
difference lies in the determi nation of the event pronbters to see that others
in the community to do not benefit fromtheir activity. By |logical extension
that nmeans that all billboards within a radius of an event should be shrouded
during the time period, and radio and TV stations should be banned from
broadcasting, lest they benefit. This is not about safety; it is about the
noney! Wthdraw this proposal

Secondly, you have | eft the door open for blinp operators who are able to “sneak
in” by carrying a reporter or security person. Blinps are not about safety; they
are about generating advertising revenues. Hence, if allowed over flights they
shoul d al so be shrouded to avoid unfair conpetition. In ny view, blinps should
have the sane rights as aerial advertisers. As a commercial pilot with 36 years
experience of flying at The Super Bow, World Cup, Al Star Game, Ryder Cup and

many other major events in the USA and abroad, | have never once encountered a
situation where a nenber of the public had his or her safety conprom sed in any
way. | have been there in person. Have the authors of this NPRW?

Wthdraw this NPRMin its present wording. Do the necessary research, and invite
the early participation of the affected parties.

Local FAA personnel have the know edge, experience and integrity to nonitor and
regul ate as required. The record speaks for itself.

Wt hdraw this NPRM
Sincerely yours,

WAYNE MANSFI ELD
Presi dent, Aviad Corp.
FAA ASC



